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1.  Introduction
This paper aims at investigating request realization strategies performed by Japanese learners of 
English, by comparing their performance with that of British English speakers and Japanese speak-
ers speaking Japanese. Three aspects, request strategy types, modification devices, and sequences of 
requesting are examined.
Studies of speech acts have revealed cross-cultural, situational, and interlanguage variations in the 
performance and perception of speech acts across various first and second languages (i.e., cross-cultural 
and interlanguage pragmatics). The most influential empirical project in speech act research is the 
Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP) which has investigated requests and apologies 
(Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper, 1989).
The speech act of requesting, which is the focus in this paper, is innately an impositive face-threaten-
ing act for both a requester and a requestee because a request calls for the requestee to perform an act 
for the requester’s sake (Brown & Levinson, 1987). A request varies in mainly three types of strategy 
and directness levels: direct strategies which include mood derivables (e.g., Open the window) and 
performatives (e.g., I’m asking you to open the window)（１）, conventional indirect strategies which refer 
preparatory conditions for the feasibility of a request (e.g., Can you open the window, May I open the win-
dow?), and non-conventional indirect strategies which serve as a hint (e.g., It’s hot in here) (Blum-Kulka 
et al., 1989). In addition to the types of strategy, the request can be made less threatening or increase 
its compelling force by using modification devices, which consist of two types: one is internal modifica-
tions which are linguistic elements internally modifying the request (e.g., possibly as a downtoner), and 
the other is external modifications which are whole clauses or phrases creating contexts of the request 
(Blum-Kulka et al., 1989).
A number of studies have followed the analytical framework developed through the CCSARP thus 
far (Faerch & Kasper, 1989; Rinnert, 1999; Rose, 2000). For example, Fukushima (1996) investigating 
the performance of requests in British English and Japanese has found that Japanese requests are 
comparatively direct in the strategy types and fixed in the sequences of requesting as compared to those 
早稲田大学大学院教育学研究科紀要　別冊　18号―２　2011年３月
Requests in Japanese learners’ English in comparison
with British English and Japanese
Mayu KONAKAHARA
246 Requests in Japanese learners’ English in comparison with British English and Japanese（KONAKAHARA）
of British English. On the other hand, Takahashi (1996) exploring the perception of transferability of 
Japanese requests to L2 English has found that would you please strategy is perceived as appropriate in 
the high-imposition situations, while so do would like and want strategies in the low-imposition situa-
tions. It has to be acknowledged that many researchers have investigated requests in various languages. 
However, with the exception of a few studies（２）, many of them have focused on the investigation of strat-
egy types, and few studies have explored modification devices. The use of modification devices should 
also be investigated because it is regarded as part of pragmatic proficiency (Campillo, 2007); and such 
use shows combined use of positive and negative politeness strategies (Grundy, 2000).
This paper, thus, attempts to investigate requests not only in terms of types of strategy but also in 
terms of modification devices and sequences of requesting. In addition, Japanese learners’ English is 
compared with British English and Japanese in order to investigate cross-cultural and interlanguage 
variations. Research questions are as follows: are there any similarities and differences between British 
English, Japanese learners’ English and Japanese, particularly in terms of 1) the use of request strate-
gies, 2) the use of modification devices, and 3) the sequences of requesting? Some pedagogical implica-
tions are considered based on findings.
2.  Method
Forty-six graduate students participated in this study, with sixteen British English speakers (BE) and 
thirteen Japanese learners of English (JE) in a British university, and seventeen Japanese speakers (JJ) 
in a Japanese university. Having checked with the score of the placement test, the proficiency level of the 
Japanese learners of English was upper-intermediate to advanced.
The data was collected via a general background questionnaire and a discourse completion test 
(DCT). All the participants completed the DCT, with the BE and the JE completed in English and the 
JJ in Japanese. The DCT was selected because it is suitable to elicit the standard type of realization in 
the minds of speakers and an efficient way to collect a large amount of data within a short term (Beebe 
& Cummings, 1996). The DCT contained the following four situations with different power relation-
ship between interlocutors (i.e., equal-status and requestee-dominant) and a rank of imposition of a 
request (i.e., low and high): 1) borrowing salt from an acquaintance in the same accommodation (equal-
status and low imposition), 2) borrowing money from an acquaintance nearly before closing time at a 
supermarket (equal-status and high imposition), 3) asking a professor to correct errors in your mark 
(requestee-dominant and low imposition), 4) asking a professor to change your appointment because of 
a severe toothache (requetee-dominant and high imposition).
The data was mainly codified according to the CCSARP but slightly adjusted for analytic purposes 
(refer to the taxonomies adopted in Campillo, 2007 and Usó-Juan, 2007)（３）. A request can be realized 
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with three segments: one is a Head Act (HA) which is a minimal unit realizing a request, another is an 
alerter which is an opening element prior to the HA (e.g., hi, excuse me), and the other is Supportive 
Moves (SMs, namely external modifications) which are contexts either pre-posed or post-posed to the 
HA（４）.
The taxonomies used to analyze the data in this paper are listed in Table 1. As introduced earlier, 
there are three types of request strategy; that is, direct, conventional indirect and non-conventional 
indirect strategies. The alerters (i.e., attention-getters) are analyzed as part of the modification devices 
in this paper. The internal modifications are sub-classified into four; that is, openers, softeners, fillers and 
syntactic markers. Openers are opening expressions which seek the requestee’s co-operation; softeners 
are mitigating expressions including understatements, downtoners, hedges and politeness markers; 
fillers include hesitators and appealers which are expressions eliciting the requestee’s consent; and syn-
tactic markers mark aspect, modality, negations and tense（５）.
External modifications are achieved by means of nine dif ferent types of modifier (see Table 1). 
Table 1　The taxonomies used in the this paper
Types Sub-types Examples
Types of 
strategy
Direct strategies Lend me your salt. / I'm asking you to lend me your salt.
Conventional indirect strategies Can you lend some money? / MayI borrow your salt. 
Non-conventional indirect strategies I don't have any salt…
Alerters Attention-getters hello / hi / excuse me / sorry
Internal 
modifications
Openers Do (Would) you mind / I wonder 
Softeners Understatements a little / a bit 
Downtoners possibly
Hedges just / kind of / sort of
Politeness markers please
Fillers Hesitators Could I er… borrow your salt?
Appealers right? / ya? 
Syntactic markers Aspect I was wondering
Modality can / could / would / might
Negations couldn’t / I don’t suppose
 Tense I was wondering / I wanted
External 
modifications
Preparators Do you have a minute? / Could you do me a favor?
Grounders I forgot to buy it.
Disarmers I know you are busy.
Promises of reward I could return the favour someitme in the future.
Imposition minimizers I wil give it back to you as soon as we get home.
Expanders Please? / Could you?
Hesitators ere… mate can I use your salt?
Self-insults I'm so stupid!
Speech acts (e.g., apology, thank, compliment, offer etc.)
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Preparators are used to prepare the requestee for the ensuing request; grounders are used to give 
reasons and justifications for the request; disarmers aim at removing potential refusal by the requestee; 
promises of reward are a compensation for the requestee; imposition minimizers are used to reduce the 
imposition on the requestee by the request; expanders are used to repeat the same request or other syn-
onymous expressions; and the other three are hesitators, self-insults, and speech acts such as apology, 
thank, compliment, and offer. Sequences of requesting are categorized into the following four structures 
of the HA and the SM; that is, HA, HA+SM, SM+HA, and SM+HA+SM structures from simplest to most 
complex（６）.
3.  Results and Discussion
This section shows quantitatively and qualitatively analyzed results. The former shows the tendency 
of request realization strategies used by each language group, and the latter reveals detailed characteris-
tics of their strategies. Results of strategy types will be shown in the first section (A), those of modifica-
tion devices in the second section (B), and those of sequences of requesting in the third section (C).
A. Strategy types
In this section, the types of request strategy will be analyzed. The quantitative analysis finds similarly 
dominant use of conventional indirect strategies between the language groups, but the qualitative 
analysis finds that forms used as direct strategies are different between them. Results of the quantitative 
analysis will be briefly shown, and then those of the qualitative analysis will be shown in detail.
To begin with, the quantitative analysis finds that the three language groups consistently use conven-
tional indirect strategies. Table 2 shows the frequency of the strategies used by the language groups. 
As shown in Table 2, BE, JE and JJ respectively show 92.2, 86.5 and 91.2% of conventional indirect 
strategies. This frequent use of conventional indirect strategies conforms to the previous studies which 
have investigated types of request strategy in languages such as Spanish, Hebrew and several kinds of 
English (Blum-Kulka, 1989; Fukushima, 1996; Kasper, 1989; Rose, 2000). In accordance with the polite-
Table 2　Frequency of the strategies by the language groups (%)
Strategies BE JE JJ Total
Direct  3 (4.7)  5 (9.6)  3 (4.4)  11 (6.0)
Conventional indirect 59 (92.2) 45 (86.5) 62 (91.2) 166 (90.2)
Non-conventional indirect  2 (3.1)  2 (3.8)  3 (4.4)   7 (3.8)
Total 64 (100) 52 (100) 68 (100) 184 (100)
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ness theory (Brown & Levinson, 1987), this frequent use of conventional indirect strategies indicates the 
three language groups’ preference for a negative politeness strategy.
In contrast, the qualitative analysis finds that the Japanese participants in JE and JJ groups and the 
British participants differ in lexical items of direct strategies, particularly those of hedged performa-
tives: the utterance in which a performative verb indicating the requestive function (i.e., ask) is modified 
by a modal verb or a verb showing intention (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). Examples are shown below.
Example 1: Hedged performatives
BE: I was wondering if I could possibly ask you about changing my appointment time with you for 
tomorrow. (Sit4_BE2)
JE: I came here to ask you to reschedule the appointment. (Sit3_JE2)
JJ: 訂正のお願いに伺いました。(Sit3_JJ5)
 ‘I came to ask you to make a correction.’
As described in Example 1, the BE uses a modal verb could showing the requester’s intention to modify 
the performative verb ask, but the JE uses an action verb came for the same purpose. This is similar to 
the form employed by the JJ using the same action verb came but with an honorific form（８）. This may 
suggest that JE’s use of the action verb came is due to a transfer at the level of lexis, although these two 
participants are not the same person（７）.
In fact, JE’s use of the action verb in the above example was perceived as odd by some speakers 
of British English (casual conversations). Such view was also confirmed in a natural conversation: a 
request including the action verb came (i.e., I came here to collect my luggage) was not recognized as a 
request by a British receptionist at a hostel in Britain (a personal experience of the current author). As 
pointed out by an anonymous referee, the oddness of these utterances may be due to  a certain confi-
dence in the acceptance of the request which clearly offends the requestee’s negative face. This is an 
absolutely correct claim. Yet, a question of why such utterances can function as a request in Japanese 
still remains unanswered.
An analysis extended to the level of discourse may give a possible answer to this question. That is, the 
hedged performatives in JE’s and JJ’s examples above have a function of preparators: external modifica-
tions which prepare the requestee for the ensuing request. Interestingly, both hedged performatives are 
followed by one of the external modifications, expanders which are the repetition of the same request 
or other synonymous expressions. Specifically, JE’s hedged performative above is followed by could you 
tell me when you are available? (Sit4_JE2), and that of JJ is followed by 宜しくお願いします ‘I hope you 
will correct these’ (Sit3_JJ5). The two hedged performances have been categorized as direct strategies 
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because they clearly mention their content of the requests (i.e., rescheduling the appointment and cor-
rection of the errors in marking). However, they rather have a function of preparators on the ground that 
the succeeding expanders ensure their requestive function. That is to say, they can be recognized as a 
request because of the succeeding expanders. This suggests that request realization strategies should 
be analyzed not only at the level of single utterances but also at the level of discourse. In the next sec-
tion, the use of modification devices will be analyzed.
B. Modification devices
In this section, the use of internal and external modifications including alerters will be analyzed. It is 
found that JE tend to rely on external rather than internal modifications though BE use both of them 
equally frequently. In the earlier sub-section, the use of internal modifications will be quantitatively 
analyzed (a). In the later sub-section, the use of external modifications will be both quantitatively and 
qualitatively analyzed (b).
a. Internal modifications
There are mainly two findings about the use of internal modifications: one is JE’s and JJ’s limited use 
of them, and the other is JE’s heavy use of modality, which use is changed in line with power variables. 
The former finding will be explained by a difference in politeness encoding system, and the latter a prag-
matic transfer of Japanese communication style and an effect of instructional materials.
Firstly, it is found that JE are limited in the use of internal modifications as opposed to BE. Table 
3 shows the frequency of the modification devices by the language groups. As shown in Table 3, BE 
employ all the 11 types of internal modifications, while JE only use 6 out of the 11 types. JJ show similar-
ly limited use of internal modifications, using only 4 types. Specifically, BE frequently use openers (9.3%; 
e.g., do/would you mind and I wonder) and modality (15.3%; e.g., can and could), JE heavily use modality 
(18.5%), and JJ use negations (13.6%; e.g.,貸してくれませんか ‘Couldn’t you lend me’ )（９）.
JJ’s limited use of internal modifications may be because of different politeness encoding system in 
Japanese and in English. It shouted be noted that politeness in Japanese can be encoded not only by 
negations but also by honorifics which grammatically denote a status difference between interlocutors 
(Brown & Levinson, 1987; Ide, 1989), while that in English is mainly encoded by internal modifica-
tions. Although the analysis of honorifics is out of the scope in this paper, considering its frequent use 
reported elsewhere (Konakahara, 2008), the taxonomies widely used in speech act research may not be 
sufficient to capture characteristics of requests in languages having honorific systems（10）.
Secondly, JE heavily use modality. In fact, a further analysis of this use finds that it is could that JE use 
most frequently, increasing its use in line with the difficulty of a request. Table 4 shows the frequency of 
five types of modality (i.e., can, could, will, would and may) used by JE group in the individual situations. 
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Table 3　Frequency of the modification devices by the language groups (%)
Types Sub-types BE JE JJ
Alerters Attention-getters  45 (12.3)  46 (18.5)  55 (20.2)
Internal 
modifications
Openers  34 (9.3)  10 (4.0)  
Softeners Understatements   6 (1.6)   4 (1.6)  11 (4)
Downtoners   5 (1.4)   2 (0.8)  
Hedges   4 (1.1)   
Politeness markers   8 (2.2)  10 (4.0)   1 (0.4)
Fillers Hesitators   1 (0.3)   
Appealers   5 (1.4)    2 (0.7)
Syntactic markers Aspect  13 (3.6)   
Modality  56 (15.3)  46 (18.5)  
Negations   5 (1.4)   37 (13.6)
 Tense  16 (4.4)   1 (0.4)  
External 
modifications
Preparators   17 (4.6)  16 (6.4)  20 (7.4)
Grounders   65 (17.8)  54 (21.7)  62 (22.8)
Disarmers   12 (3.3)   9 (3.6)   4 (1.5)
Promises of reward   2 (0.5)    1 (0.4)
Imposition minimizers  21 (5.7)  16 (6.4)  24 (8.8)
Expanders   14 (3.8)   6 (2.4)  14 (5.1)
Hesitators    1 (0.3)   5 (2.0)  
Self-insults    6 (1.6)   
Speech acts Apology  22 (6.0)  21 (8.4)  39 (14.3)
Thank   6 (1.6)   3 (1.2)   1 (0.4)
Compliment   1 (0.3)   
 Offer   1 (0.3)    1 (0.4)
Total   366 (100) 249 (100) 272 (100)
Table 4　Frequency of five types of modality used by JE group (%)
Modality *Sit1 Sit2 Situ3 Sit4 Total
can  7 (63.6)  4 (33.3)   11 (23.9)
could  3 (27.3)  6 (50.0)  6 (50.0)  7 (63.6) 22 (47.8)
will  1 (8.3)  1 (8.3)  1 (9.1)  3 (6.5)
would  1 (8.3)  5 (41.7)  3 (27.3)  9 (19.6)
may  1 (9.1)     1 (2.2)
Total 11 (100) 12 (100) 12 (100) 11 (100) 46 (100)
*Sit stands for a situation.
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As shown in Table 4, could is the most frequently used modality in overall situations (47.8%), and its 
percentage in each situation is high in high-imposition and/or requestee-dominant situations (e.g., 63.6% 
in situation 4). More interestingly, can, a non-tensed counterpart of could, is not used at all in the two 
requestee-dominant situations (i.e., situations 3 and 4). Mizutani (1985) has claimed that Japanese com-
munication style is person-oriented which values a power relationship. JE’s use of could and can changed 
in line with power variables seems to reflect such communication style, indicating a pragmatic transfer 
as a possible factor. However, considering the frequent presentation of modality in English textbooks 
(Konakahara, 2009), an effect of instructional materials can be another factor of this use of modality; 
although no direct relationship between the two was examined in this paper.
b. External modifications
In this sub-section, the use of external modifications including alerters will be quantitatively and quali-
tatively examined. The quantitative analysis finds two kinds of external modification commonly used by 
the language groups; while the qualitative analysis finds a different preference for preparators between 
them, which will be explained by grammatical difficulty.
To start with, the quantitative analysis finds that there are two kinds of external modification fre-
quently used by the three language groups: one is common across situations and the other is specific to 
a situation. The former kind includes attention-getters and grounders, which are the most frequent types 
of modification device in all the situations. As shown in Table 3, BE, JE and JJ respectively use 12.3, 18.5 
and 20.2% of attention-getters (e.g., hi, hello, hey, excuse me); whereas they respectively use 17.8, 21.7 
and 22.8% of grounders (e.g., I have forgotten my purse (Sit1_BE6)). Since attention-getters attracts a 
requestee’s attention to the following request while grounders opens up the sympathetic attitude on the 
requestee and show underlying motives (Faerch & Kasper, 1989), each of these modification devices 
are natural choice in all the situations. This suggests that attention-getters and grounders are common 
modification devices for requesting in the language groups.
On the other hand, the latter kind, situation-specific external modifications, includes imposition mini-
mizers, preparators, and apologies. Table 5 shows the frequency of the two most frequently used exter-
nal modifications in situations 2, 3 and 4. As shown in Table 5, except for grounders, imposition minimiz-
ers are frequently used in situation 2 by the three language groups (average 18.2%, e.g., I can give it back 
to you as soon as we get back to the flat. (Sit2_BE16)), preparators in situation 3 (average 14.7%, examples 
will be shown later), and apologies in situation 4 (average 15.5%, e.g., I am really sorry (Sit4_JE7)). Usó-
Juan (2007) has pointed out that the external modifications are heavily conditioned by interactional and 
contextual variables. These external modifications clearly show such characteristics, which suggests 
that they are situation-specific external modifications in the language groups.
In contrast, the qualitative analysis finds a different preference for preparators between the language 
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groups. In fact, preparators can be sub-categorized into three types according to their contents and 
forms: 1) permission with an interrogative form, 2) availability with an interrogative form, and 3) 
announcement with a declarative form. Examples are extracted from situation 3.
Example 2: The three sub-categorized preparators in situation 3
1) Permission
BE: … can I ask you a quick question? (Sit3_BE5)
JE: Could I just ask some questions? (Sit3_JE3)
JJ: 今日の必修科目の試験結果について宜しいですか？ (Sit3_JJ15)
 ‘May I talk about the exam result of the obligatory subject which I received today?’
2) Availability
BE: I wonder if I could talk to you about the obligatory module exam? (Sit3_BE8)
JJ: 今、お時間宜しいですか？ (Sit3_JJ3)
 ‘Is it a right time for you now?’
3) Announcement
JE: I got the answer sheet of the exam, and I have some questions about it. (Sit3_JE4)
All the sub-categorized preparators above function as preparing the requestee for the ensuing request; 
but each language group prefers different sub-categories of these. Table 6 shows the frequency of the 
three sub-categorized preparators in situation 3. As shown in Table 6, BE prefer permission with an 
interrogative form (77.8%), JE both announcement with a declarative form (55.6%) and permission with 
an interrogative form (44.4%), and JJ availability with an interrogative form (88.9%). This is an interesting 
finding because JE’s preference conforms to neither BE’s nor JE’s, suggesting their unique interlan-
guage variation which differs from both British English and Japanese.
JE’s preference for the announcement may be attributed to grammatical difficulty of its form. Basically 
Table 5　Frequency of the two most frequently used external modifications (%)
Situations Types BE JE JJ Average
*Sit2
Grounders 18 (17.3) 12 (18.5) 16 (20.3) 15 (18.7)
Imposition minimizers 18 (17.3) 11 (16.9) 16 (20.3) 15 (18.2)
Sit3
Grounders 17 (19.3) 12 (20.7) 17 (29.3) 15 (23.1)
Preparators 10 (11.4) 9 (15.5) 10 (17.2) 10 (14.7)
Sit4
Grounders 23 (22.1) 19 (22.9) 18 (23.7) 20 (22.9)
Apologies 13 (12.5) 13 (15.7) 14 (18.4) 13 (15.5)
*Sit stands for a situation.
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at a sentence level, a declarative form is an easier grammatical structure than an interrogative form 
because the declarative form does not require changing the word order. This less difficulty of the form 
might reinforce JE’s use of announcement. However, given that JE are fairly high proficiency level, there 
must be other reasons which should be investigated in further research.
C. Sequences of requesting
In this section, the sequences of requesting will be analyzed, which reveal characteristics at the level 
of discourse. By and large, the three language groups similarly elaborate the sequences of requesting; 
however, JE and JJ use slightly fixed sequences in situation 3. The earlier part of this section will explain 
the broad similarity between the language groups by showing two structures. The later part will show 
a fixed structure used by JE and JJ in situation 3 in comparison with those used by BE. The use of such 
fixed structure will be explained by three factors, a transfer of Japanese inductive rhetorical pattern, a 
situational setting, and Japanese communication style.
Firstly, by and large, the three language groups similarly elaborate the sequences of requesting, using 
more complex structures in requestee-dominant and/or high-imposition situations. Table 7 shows the 
frequency of the structures in each situation by the language groups. As shown in Table 7, the simplest 
structure, HA, is employed only in situation 1, which is an interlocutor equal-status and low imposition 
situation (i.e., borrowing salt from an acquaintance). Examples are shown below. In the examples, a HA 
is underlined, internal modifications are identified in boldface, and SMs are italicized, if any.
Example 3: The HA structures
BE: … , have you got any salt I could borrow, please? (Sit1_BE15)
 　HA (opener, modality, politeness)
JE: … can I borrow your salt? (Sit1_JE1)
 　HA (modality)
JJ: … 塩をかしてくれませんか。(Sit1_JJ4)
 　‘can’t you lend me your salt?’
 　HA (negation)
Table 6　Frequency of the three sub-categorized preparators in situation 3 (%)
Contents (Forms) BE JE JJ Total
Permission (interrogative form) 7 (77.8) 4 (44.4) 1 (11.1) 12 (44.4)
Availability (interrogative form) 2 (22.2) 8 (88.9) 10 (37.0)
Announcement (declarative form)  5 (55.6)   5 (18.5)
Total 9 (100) 9 (100) 9 (100) 27 (100)
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As described in Example 3, the participants in each language group employ the HA structure with some 
variations in the use of internal modifications, such as an opener, modality, a politeness marker, and a 
negation.
On the other hand, the most complex structure, SM+HA+SM, is frequently employed in situations 
2 and 4. Specifically, situation 2 is an equal-status and high-imposition situation (i.e., borrowing money 
from an acquaintance), and situation 4 is a requestee-dominant and high-imposition situation (i.e., asking 
a professor for changing the appointment). As shown in Table 7, BE show 87.5% of this structure in situ-
ation 2, JE show 61.5% in situation 4, and JJ show 70.6% in situation 2. Examples are shown below.
Example 4: The SM+HA+SM structures
BE: … I’m really sorry to ask, but I have forgotten my purse and was wondering if you would lend me 
£ 20 until we get home? (BE6)
 　SM (apology + grounder) + HA (opener, tense, aspect, modality) + SM (imposition minimizer)
JE: … I had an appointment with you at 10:30 a.m tomorrow about the term paper, but now I have a 
toothache and I must go to the dentist tomorrow. Would you change the time schedule if possible? 
I know you are very busy and this discussion is very important but I cannot control myself because of 
the pain. (Sit4_JE4)
 　SM (grounder) + HA (modality) + SM (imposition minimizer + disarmer + grounder)
JJ: … 突然話しかけてごめんね。実は私、お財布を忘れてしまって、困っていて、3000円借りれ
るかな？ 帰ったらすぐに返すので、お願いします。(Sit2_JJ5)
 ‘…I’m sorry to speak to you suddenly. Actually, I’m in trouble because I forgot my wallet, so can I bor-
row 300 yen? I will return it as soon as we get back, so could you?’
Table 7　Frequency of the structures by the language groups (%)
Structures
BE
Total
JE
Total
JJ
Total
*Sit1 Sit2 Sit3 Sit4 Sit1 Sit2 Sit3 Sit4 Sit1 Sit2 Sit3 Sit4
HA
 
8 8 2 2 4 4
(50.0) (12.5) (15.4) (3.8) (23.5) (5.9)
HA+SM
 
1 1 3 3 8 6 5 1 12 1 1 2
(6.3) (6.3) (18.8) (18.8) (12.5) (46.2) (38.5) (7.7) (23.1) (5.9) (5.9) (2.9)
SM+HA
 
3 1 7 5 16 2 1 11 4 18 11 4 13 8 36
(18.8) (6.3) (43.8) (31.3) (25.0) (15.4) (7.7) (84.6) (30.8) (34.6) (64.7) (23.5) (76.5) (47.1) (52.9)
SM+HA+SM
 
4 14 6 8 32 3 7 2 8 20 2 12 4 8 26
(25.0) (87.5) (37.5) (50.0) (50.0) (23.1) (53.8) (15.4) (61.5) (38.5) (11.8) (70.6) (23.5) (47.1) (38.2)
Total 16 16 16 16 64 13 13 13 13 52 17 17 17 17 68
 (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)
* Sit stands for a situation.
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 　SM (apology + grounder) + HA + SM (imposition minimizer + expander)
As described in Example 4, the participants in each language group elaborate the sequence of request-
ing by using pre- and post-posed SMs which are also elaborated by the use of various types of external 
modifications such as grounders, apologies and disarmers. This suggests that the three language 
groups similarly elaborate the sequences of requesting in line with the increase of request difficulty.
Secondly, in situation 3, JE and JJ use fairly fixed structures, mainly using the SM+HA structure. 
Specifically, as shown in Table 7, JE and JJ respectively employ 84.6 and 76.5% of this structure. BE 
largely employing the SM+HA (43.8%) and the SM+HA+SM (37.5%), such fixed choice is not observed in 
BE group. Examples are shown below.
Example 5: JE’s and JJ’s use of SM+HA structure in situation 3
JE: ... I have some questions about my exam result. When I talked to my classmates about the result, I 
noticed my mark was different from my friends’ even when I answered the questions the same way as 
them. So, could you check my mark and answers again? (Sit3_JE2)
 　SM (preparator + grounder) + HA(modality)
JJ: …お忙しいところ申し訳ありません。今宜しいですか？ 実はこの前返却して頂いた試験問題
なんですが、設問の 1，3，6が正しいと思うんですが、不正解になっていたので、もう一度確
認してもらえませんか？ (Sit3_JJ14)
 ‘…. I’m sorry to bother you when you are busy. Is it right time for you now? Actually, as for the 
answer sheet you returned us the other day, (I) think questions 1, 3, and 6 are correct, but they are 
marked as incorrect, so can’t you check them again?’
 　SM (apology + peparator + grounder) + HA (negation)
Example 6: BE’s use of structures in situation 3
The SM+HA+SM structure:
 … If you’re not busy can I ask you a quick question? I just wanted to check a few answers on the 
test. I’m not sure why I got them wrong. (Sit3_BE5)
 　SM (preparator) +HA (hedge, tense) + SM (grounder)
The SM + HA structure:
 … I’ve had a look at the exam answer sheet, and I’m at all sure it is alright could you just check it 
again? (Sit3_BE3)
 　SM (grounder) + HA(modality)
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As described in Example 5, a JE and a JJ use the fixed structure which realizes the HA at the end of the 
request discourse. In contrast, BE’s use of structures varies, realizing the HA either at the middle or 
the end of the request discourse (see Example 6). These findings in JJ and BE groups conform to those 
reported by Fukushima (1996) investigating requests in Japanese and British English. This suggests 
that JE’s reliance on the fixed structure may be because of a transfer at the level of discourse. In fact, 
Japanese rhetorical pattern has been reported as inductive in the field of contrastive rhetoric (Hinds, 
1990; Kobayashi, 1984). Spoken and written languages are not exactly the same; however, given that the 
data in this paper was collected via the written DCT, the HA realized at the end of the request discourse 
in JE and JJ groups may show this inductive rhetorical pattern.
In addition, a setting of situation 3 and Japanese communication style can be other factors behind 
JE’s and JJ’s fixed structure. First, it should be noted that situation 3 (i.e., asking a professor for mark 
correction) is different from the other situations. It is because the requester’s right for the request and 
the requestee’s obligation to comply with the request is fairly transparent and predetermined because 
of their social role; and this type of situation is called a standard situation (House, 1989). This condition 
is applicable not only to JE and JJ but also to BE; however, only the former employs the fixed structure. 
Second, as pointed out earlier, Japanese have a person-oriented communication style which values 
a power relationship, whilst English have a situation-oriented communication style which values an 
imposition of an act (Mizutani, 1985). Reflecting their communication style, the Japanese participants 
may perceive the request in the standard situation as less difficult because of the transparent and prede-
termined social role of both requester and requestee, thus use the fairly fixed and routinized structure. 
Further research is required to confirm or dispute this view by conducting a retrospective interview.
4. Conclusion
This paper has revealed the several similarities and differences in the three aspects of request real-
ization strategy performed by the three language groups. To sum up, the dominance of conventional 
indirect strategies is the same across the language groups; however, JE and JJ are limited in the use 
of internal modifications, JE heavily relying on the use of modality. In addition, attention-getters and 
grounders are common modification devices for requesting in all the language groups, whilst imposition 
minimizers, preparators, and apologies are situation-specific external modifications in them. Moreover, 
the three language groups differ in the preference for the sub-categorized preparators. With regard to 
the sequences of requesting, although they similarly elaborate the sequence in line with the request 
difficulty, JE and JJ dominantly use the inductive structure, SM+HA in situation 3. These findings sug-
gest that there are several factors affecting JE’s performance, such as a transfer at the level of lexis, 
pragmatic and discourse, an effect of instructional materials, and that of grammatical difficulty.
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There are several limitations in this study. Firstly, the number of participants should increase in order 
to get more reliable results particularly of situational variations. Secondly, although this study only inves-
tigates the performance data, the perception data should also be investigated in order to explore as to 
whether any communication problems occur between the three language groups. Finally, a retrospective 
interview should be conducted in order to explore underlying motives for the selected request realiza-
tion strategies. It would enable one to carry out much closer analysis of cross-cultural and interlanguage 
variations.
Despite the above limitations, this study has some implications for language education. As discussed 
earlier, the use of modification devices is part of pragmatic proficiency (Campillo, 2007). Since JE lack 
the pragmatic proficiency of using internal modifications, it is important for teachers and materials 
developers to provide learners with wide varieties of internal modifications together with appropriate 
contexts to use them. It will give learners opportunities to improve their pragmatic proficiency. In 
addition, it is also important for teachers and materials developers to pay attention to request contexts 
because the use of external modifications is heavily conditioned by the contextual factors (i.e., the situa-
tion-specific external modifications). It should be acknowledged that the results of this paper are limited, 
but it is hoped that it still sheds light on the more precise characteristics of request realization strategies 
used by the three language groups.
Note⑴ A direct strategy includes several forms such as mood derivables (e.g. Leave me alone), explicit performa-
tives (e.g. I ask you to clean your room), hedged performatives (e.g. I have to/wanted to ask you to clean your 
room), obligation statements (e.g. You have to move your car), and want statements (e.g. I’d like to borrow your 
note) (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989).
 ⑵ Specifically, Cenoz and Valencia (1996) and Fukushima (1996) have investigated the use of external modifi-
cations, while Farch and Kasper (1989) have investigated both internal and external modifications.
 ⑶ This is because the taxonomies of the CCSARP seem over-elaborated particularly in terms of syntactic 
downgraders, taking a syntactic approach. In contrast, taking a sociopragmatic approach, the taxonomies 
adopted by Campillo (2007) and Usó-Juan (2007) are simple and easily comprehensible. However, some syn-
tactic markers marking modality, tense, aspect, and negation need to be added to their taxonomies because 
they appear to be important linguistic elements characterizing politeness encoding in some languages.
 ⑷ The terms external modifications and Supportive Moves are identical in their content. In this paper, I use the 
former for the analysis of modification devices and the latter for the analysis of the sequences of requesting. 
This is because it is easier to compare the term external modification with its counterpart internal modifica-
tions rather than Supportive Moves.
 ⑸ Hesitators are coded as internal modifications if they occur within the HA, but they are coded as external 
modifications if they occur out of the HA. The same definition is applied to politeness markers, please; but it is 
coded as one of the external modifications, expanders.
 ⑹ The use of alerters is excluded from the analysis of the sequences. For example, Hi, can I borrow your salt? 
I forgot to buy new one. precisely categorizing as alerter+HA+grounder is coded as HA+SM.
 ⑺ In this study, the term transfer is descriptive in nature, being equivalent to L1 influence. It is because learn-
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ers’ different performance does not necessarily cause miscommunication and may preserve their cultural 
identity. Thus, no pejorative connotation is attached to this term.
 ⑻ It has to be acknowledged that JE’s and JJ’s example of hedged performatves are slightly different in the 
degree of politeness because the JJ uses the honorific form, 伺いました , but the JE does not.
 ⑼ Negations seem to be one of common politeness forms in Japanese because it functions as avoiding asser-
tion similar to expressions at the end of a sentence such as ～ではないでしょうか ‘I don’t guess ~’, ～ではな
いかと思われます ‘It seems not~’ (Mizutani, 1985).
 ⑽ Konakahara (2008) has investigated requests in JE, BE and JJ. In addition to types of request strategy and 
internal modifications examined by using the CCSARP taxonomies, the use of Japanese honorifics has been 
examined.
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